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PER CURI AM

In 1994, Reginald Marlin Isnmel was sentenced to two
concurrent terns of life inprisonment without parole for his part
in a drug conspiracy and the rel ated nmurder of Anthony Jones. In
1998, this court affirmed Isnel’s conviction. Isnel filed a notion
to set aside his conviction in the district court, pursuant to 28
U S C § 2255 (2000). The district court granted the Governnent’s
notion for sunmmary judgnment and denied Isnel’s § 2255 notion.
However, upon reconsideration, the court granted Isnel’s request
for a certificate of appealability on his claim that his tria
counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the adm ssion of
co-conspirator testinony detailing Isnel’s confession to having
Jones killed. It is this claimthat is now before this court.”

To establish a violation of the Sixth Arendnent due to
i neffective assi stance of counsel, Isnel nust denonstrate that (1)
counsel’s representation fell below an objective standard of
reasonabl eness; and (2) there is a reasonable probability that but
for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result would have been

different. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 688, 694

(1984). Assuming, as the district court did, that counsel’s
failure to object fell below an objective standard of

reasonabl eness, we agree with the district court that |Isnel has not

"On May 14, 2004, we denied Isnel’s nmotion to expand the
certificate of appeal ability.



denonstrated that but for counsel’s actions, the result woul d have

been different. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 694. Accordingly, we

affirmthe denial of Isnel’s 8§ 2255 notion on the reasoning of the

district court. United States v. Isnel, Nos. CR-94-8; CA-99-924-7

(WD. Va. June 10, 2003). W deny Isnel’s notion for appointnent
of counsel. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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